
AUG 2 3 1991 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. 
CHICAGO, ILLlNOlS 60604 

Paul mbenetzky, Acting Assistant 
CoarPllissioner 
Off ice of Air Management 
Indiana Department of mironnv=ntal 
Management 
105 south midian Street 
Indianapolis, Irdiana 46225 

REPLY TO A l T E N l l f f l  OF: 

Dear Mr. Dubenetzky: 

?his letter is in response to the Indiana Department of mironmntal 
Management (IDEM) request for mmrux~ts on a proposed Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) construction pe.nnit for K . 1  Office Fbmiture ( W l )  
Salem Division, Salem, Indiana. Kimball is proposing to d f y  its plant by 
adding a seoond 8-haur shift. The dfication will not entail any new 
construction or equi-t . 
The plant is presently permitted for one 8-hour shift aperation which 
correlates to volatile oryanic ccanpaurds (VOC) emissions of 247 tons per year. 
?his plant was issued its origindl construction prmit, PC (88) 1593, on 
Deaember 9, 1985. That permit contained a condition limit- VOC emissions 
from surface coating operations to less than 250 tons per year unless a PSD 
pennit was obtained. It also contained a condition limiting sulfur dioxide 
(q) emissions frorn the boilers to less than 250 tons per year unless a PSD 
permit was &tailed. 

The second shift will increase VOC emissions; thus, Kimbdll's total potential 
to emit will be 465 tons per year of VOC. No modification to the boiler 
facilities would be required and no imsrease in boiler limits was requested. 

The proposal will make Kimball, which was a minor source before (emits less 
than 250 tons per year), a major E D  source because it is not one of the 28 
listed source categories and the FSD potential emission rate for VOC is 
greater than 250 tons per year for this samx category. It is clear that the 
FSD rule will apply to the painting operation; haever, the issue is whether 
FSD mquhments also apply to the boiler facilities. In accordance with the 
FSD regulations in 40 CFR 52.21 (r) (4) which state that: 

"At su& t k  that a particulate source or modification becoanes a major 
stationary source or major Itlodification solely by virtue of a relaxation 
in enforceable limitation whid~ was established after August 7, 
1980, on the capacity of the source or d f  ication otherwise to emit a 
pollutant, such as a restrictian an haus of aperation, then the 
-ts or para- (j ) thruugh (s) of this section shall apply to 
the souroe or modification as thaqh constxuction had not yet c a m m c e d  
on the saxe or mdificatim." (-is a&kd) 



The relaxation of the VOC limitation in the earlier permit w h i c h  was imposed 
after August 7, 1980, makes the source ~ j 0 r  for all pollutants. The FSD 
-ts (j) thmugh (s) would apply to the regulated emissions f r m  the 
boiler which have potential emissions greater than the respective significant 
levels. This wculd probably include particulate matter, q, carbon monoxide, 
and nitrogen oxides from the boiler. 

To avoid apply- the Best Available Control Tedmology (BACT) PSD 
w t s  to any of the boiler's emissions, the plant wide potential 
emissions would have to be restricted to belw that pollutant's significant 
lwel (see 40 CFR 52.21(j)). Hmever, other -ts muld have to be 
met, for example 40 CFR 52.21 (k) "source impact analysis11. 

The proposed modification will increase VOC emissions to a level higher than a 
major level, therefore, Kimball must apply BACT to the totdl VOC 
emissions from surface coat- operations. The BACT analysis submitted for 
Region V1s revim was not complete. The analysis only stated that various 
control technologies were rejected because costs were determined to be too 
high. A ccanplete analysis needs to be submitted which contains a detailed 
cost analysis for each technically feasible control option shwhq as a 
minimum the cost effectiveness of each option. Before an mion is reject&, 
it must be demmlxated that the source is unique or that the option would 
have a substantial cost above other similar controlled sources. , 

In considering control kchmlogy, the source shculd consider other 
technologies available which concentrates an effluent f m  a spray booth 
before incineration. For example, the source should consider using pro-ive 
clothing for operators cambined with recirculating of air to the manual booths 
follwed by incineration of a slip stream. 

When reviewing a control technology with a wide range of emission perfomaxe 
levels, it is presumed that the source can achieve the sarne emission rectuction 
level as another source, unless a damnstration is pruvided showing that there 
are source-specific factors or other relevant information that provide a 
technical, economic, eneryy, or environmental justification to do otherwise. 
Indiana should consider the incineration te&nolajy used by Debra Hanm Corp. 
in Waverly, Ohio, for controlling emissions f m  the manual spray booth. 

Ruthermore, according to 40 CFR 52.21 (b) (12), BACT must be expressed in an 
emission limitation rather than a tedvmlogy only. In conclusion, Kimball 
must present an evaluation of each control option impact along with 
appropriate supporting information. Consequently, both beneficial ard adverse 
impacts should be discussed ard, where possible, quantified. 



~f you have any questions, please contact Beronia Beniamine, of rm/ s t a f f ,  at 
(312) 886-6082. 

Sincerely yours, 

Chief 
Regulation Developnent Branch 


